This journal promised 6 years ago to publish studies on what it termed "CSCL and its flash themes" (Stahl 2007) . Rather than devoting single issues to specific topics of timely prominence, we decided to welcome submissions about selected emerging themes of CSCL research on an on-going basis. Accordingly, we set aflame again in the current issue discussion of the topics of argumentation, scripting, and tabletop interfaces. These three areas of computer support for collaborative learning continue to be active foci of CSCL research. To begin the issue, we spark a new theme with a paper on the use of eye-tracking technology to support and to research collaboration, an approach that has not previously been discussed in this journal but has been gathering attention at the ISLS conferences recently. It is noteworthy that research in these flash themes is still not merely a matter of refining the details of well-established findings, but continues to raise fundamental and controversial theoretical and methodological issues from a CSCL perspective.
tacit practices, etc. In the experiment reported here, the joint attention is investigated in terms of technological support for coordinating the eye gazes of pairs of students. In the experimental condition, students can see where the eyes of their partners are gazing at a computer screen like their own screen. The knowledge of where their partner is looking can then be used as an information source in addition to their audio connection for discourse. Thereby, the fact that they are staring in a similar direction can be elaborated into a sense that they are making shared meaning concerning the jointly intended object. Data collected on gaze was computed into four different quantifiable measures, which were then correlated-for both the experimental and control conditions-with independent measures designed to operationalize learning gains, joint attention, and quality of collaboration (based on Meier et al. 2007) . A small-scale qualitative analysis provides additional insight into the different experiences of the two conditions. This investigation demonstrates how eye-tracking technology can be applied to the long-standing interest within CSCL theory in studying joint attention, common ground, intersubjectivity, shared understanding, co-construction of meaning, group cognition, and joint problem space. However, this requires that objective data on gaze be tied to intersubjective meaning making if gaze is to be used as an indicator of joint attention.
One of the most explored topics in CSCL has been the computer support of argumentation (Andriessen et al. 2003; Asterhan and Schwarz 2010; Falcao and Price 2011; Scheuer et al. 2010; Schwarz et al. 2011) . The paper by Esra Alagoz combines this focus with the analysis of learning during videogame playing, another important theme for ijCSCL (Bennerstedt et al. 2012; Silseth 2012) . She conducts an ethnographic study of 22 teenage boys who were identified as 'disengaged' at school and school-related work. The investigation concludes that in contrast to their performance in school and contrary to expectations based on earlier publications on argumentation, when the subjects chatted in the fantasy multiuser videogame of World of Warfare (WoW) they "engaged in quality argumentation in 81 % of their argumentative exchanges." Thus, the paper contributes to a line of academic argumentation that says educators should learn from game designers how to motivate students or even that they should incorporate computer games in the classroom to teach cognitive skills like arguing logically. It claims that the quality of the argumentative performance of the students is higher in the "informal" context of WoW because the students have a higher sense of control (e.g., in selecting parameters for their digital avatars). It characterizes the digital context as a less alienating, more authentic setting than school for the students to "establish an emotional attachment to the activity and reflect their personal trajectories." Considering that the WoW scenario is the product of an immense corporate design effort and marketing strategy, is highly formally structured, and is intentionally about as removed from the students' physical lives as possible, this seems to be a curious claim. Furthermore, the reportedly "quality" argumentation is rather different from what the theoreticians of argument cited in the literature review had in mind. They envisioned articulate discourses consisting of multiple propositions tightly linked together. The first counter-argument we are presented with from WoW consists entirely of the grunt: "eh". The difference is that discussions of argumentation referred in the classical discussions (e.g., Toulmin 1958) to the imagined ideal mental chain of propositions of an individual philosopher or scientist. In the data from WoW, the arguments extend over the brief chat postings of multiple players, reacting to each other. It is here a transactive, collaborative, or group argument, presented not by an individual thinker but by a sequence of interacting members of a team (guild) planning an action (quest). The quality of the argumentation is an attribute of the group interaction, although the data analysis separates it into categories of isolated utterances and then rates 81 % of them as falling into the quality category. This paper raises some important issues for the flash themes of argumentation and gaming: To what extent is the undeniable motivation of games like WoW for teenage boys (perhaps especially for disengaged students) a manufactured and manipulated need? Does it reflect a rejection of their conventional life, rather than a potential training ground for it? Or should we adopt a Vygotskian perspective on learning-to-argue by proposing that one can argue first as part of a virtual group and later internalize the skills for individual scholarly cognition in school?
Scripting has, of course, been a flash theme in CSCL since ijCSCL began publishing, and has remained active in recent years (e.g., Onrubia and Engel 2012; Perez-Sanagustin et al. 2012; Pozzi 2011; Rummel et al. 2012) . The study reported here by Hannie Gijers, Armin Weinberger, Alieke Mattia van Dijk, Lars Bollen and Wouter Reinder van Joolingen combines scripting with awareness prompts, another researched CSCL intervention. In particular, it applies these measures in an elementary school setting involving drawing scientific diagrams representing photosynthesis processes. The authors argue that such drawings can be educationally productive but that scripting of collaborative drawing has not been explored extensively in the past. Dyads of students-in a scripted, awareness, or control condition-are asked to construct individual diagrams and then combine them in a shared diagram. Although the drawings are intended to aid student comprehension of photosynthesis by providing an additional medium to reading and discussing for the students to individually and collaboratively construct meaning, the quality of the drawings is operationalized as the quantity of concepts from the science lesson that appear in the drawing. Even using this reified measure, the awareness prompts did not have the expected positive effect on the drawing quality. Interestingly, it did stimulate discourse about more of the concepts, but this did not translate into the anticipated effect on the shared drawings. A qualitative look at the dyadic discourse reveals that "when students combine their individual drawings they often feel the need to provide additional explanations considering the meaning of the represented objects." Methodologically, the conditions of scripting and awareness prompts were kept separate in order to demonstrate that they could each have a positive effect on collaborative discourse and drawing. However, at this point in the research it is important to go beyond the affirmation of the possible positive effect of such mechanisms in order to guide educational designers and teachers in how and when to invoke particular instances of them in concrete situations. It is clear that multiple interventions can interfere with each other or result in over-scripting (Dillenbourg 2002) . Students at specific ages, knowledge, aptitudes, and social relations may not be responsive to selected prompts. Experienced teachers know how subtle it is to judge a teachable moment and to respond appropriately to guide individual students or small groups effectively. Perhaps if one now combined the two experimental conditions and tailored the script to the dyad based on the awareness measures of the collaboration process, one could discover an effective synthesis.
A recent flash theme in ijCSCL is the use of tabletop interfaces for collaborative learning (Dillenbourg and Evans 2011; Falcao and Price 2011; Higgins et al. 2011) . In their contribution to this issue, Roberto Martinez-Maldonado, Yannis Dimitriadis, Alejandra Martinez-Mones, Judy Kay and Kalina Yacef exploit data from tabletop interactions among triads of students to provide "learning analytics" indicators to guide "classroom orchestration" by teachers. Envisioning future classrooms in which student groups are active at multiple tables, they argue that teachers need real-time feedback about how the different groups are doing. Using the dimensions of measuring collaboration from Meier et al. (2007) to classify the student triads as more collaborative or less collaborative, they compare the use by these triads of verbal and/or physical participation in the assigned concept-mapping task. An important contribution of the paper is how the authors supplement the tabletop equipment with special devices designed to identify the speakers and actors. This is needed in order to determine the social network of interaction. The analysis of captured voice and object-manipulation actions on the tabletop involved detailed classifications, conducted automatically by the assembled technology. Although the correlations are not statistically significant, they suggest that refined versions of this approach could be useful in identifying, at least post hoc, teams that are behaving less collaboratively than desired. Thus, the authors have succeeded in capturing and automatically analyzing dimensions of interaction around the tabletop, which could in theory prove useful to teachers and even to the students in guiding improved collaboration. While several graphical representations are presented in the paper, the vision of learning analytics providing real-time visualizations of collaborative processes to the participants to guide their interaction remains a distant goal, without having addressed major issues, such as intrusive intervention in the interaction, interpretation of the information by the participants, or strategies for them to repair problems. How are teachers and especially students to make sense of such abstract representations of interaction characteristics in a way that is likely to improve their situated collaborative learning?
Flash themes may flare up or die down over time, but it seems-based on a critical reading of these articles-that the task of CSCL remains unwavering. It must be "centrally concerned with meaning and the practices of meaning making in the context of joint activity, and the ways in which these practices are mediated through designed artifacts" (Koschmann 2002, p. 18) . No matter how technological the theme and no matter how objective the methodology, issues of human group meaning making must still be centrally addressed.
Reviewers

